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The reason why this research is presented in a handbook is to let the reader know who carries out research in the sociology of the military and in what conditions. As the reader can see from the pages that follow, there are common traits that characterise this research in the various countries as well as distinguishing ones: together, thanks to the good number of countries represented in the research, they provide a useful world overview on the subject.
Added to this reason is another one, that of giving the reader an example of a quite new research methodology in the sector, one that makes it possible fully to exploit the resources offered by the Internet.

The subject of this study is military sociological research. The study is based on an expert survey conducted by e-mail, in successive stages, among a group of colleagues from different countries who agreed to participate. These countries are: Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Lithuania, The Netherlands, Poland, Russia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States of America.
The basic questions we posed to ourselves in this study were of two types. One was of a methodological nature, namely, what are the advantages/disadvantages and the prospects offered by a survey carried out by e-mail? The second area of interest regarded content and was aimed mainly at providing answers to the following questions:
*	What is the ideal type of scholar who engages in military sociological research?
*	Who commissions such research, and what procedures do they use?
*	How much freedom do researchers have in this field?
*	What is the social status of military sociological research in the various countries?
The study naturally falls within the more general context of the relationships between theoretical work and empirical research. In its results, it lends support to the thesis, already authoritatively expressed (Boron, 1999), of a crisis of theoretical studies and the advance of a sociology aimed at chiefly pragmatic ends , without our wanting to express any value judgement on this change here.
Boron for instance argues (Boron, 1999, page 47 and following) that the discrediting of theoretical work is due to:
1.	the crisis of the university format;
2.	the growing role played by non-academic institutions (and for what concerns us here, the military is undoubtedly one such institution) and private foundations in drawing up research agendas;
3.	effects of the social sciences market, which rewards pragmatic, realistic stances and punishes theoretical ones;
4.	the practical approach that is increasingly demanded by research funders;
5.	what he calls the deplorable consequence of the garbage-in, garbage-out cycle, due to the conditions in which the research is performed.

The presentation of the study results begins with an analysis and discussion of the data resulting from the research, followed by a paragraph that illustrates the methodological aspects of the research, and ends with some concluding remarks. Lastly, an appendix (APPENDIX B) contains the questionnaire used for the expert survey.
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WHO AND HOW IS RUNNING THE RESEARCH IN THE SOCIOLOGY OF THE MILITARY?


1.  Ideal type of the military sociologist

To outline the ideal type of researcher in the scientific sector examined here, we can start from the socio-demographic data. 
Without large national characterisations, they present a prevalently male researcher (76% of the sample), fairly well distributed in the different age groups (see Table 1), who mostly began doing research in the sector during the 1980s (see Table 2) and for the most part is engaged in military sociology in a prevalent (64.7%) but usually not exclusive way (only 11.4%). The military sociologist’s education is quite diversified, where the most numerous group is the PhD’s (40.6%, several of them are also officers), closely followed by university professors (37.5%). Officers (19.8%) are rather numerous and are equally divided between active and retired.






















Most of them do their research work mainly in state-run research centres (34.4%), but a good percentage do it in universities (28.1%), and some free-lance (18.8%); a minority (12.5%) work in private research centres. From this point on, however, the situation begins to appear rather different from country to country.
There are countries in which the researcher says he performs military sociological research chiefly (when not exclusively) in a state-run centre, and others where the research activity on this topic appears to be more balanced between public and private centres; in both cases there is almost always collaboration with the university. And finally, in a few countries it is the research of the free lancers that appears to be most active and widespread.
The first area seems to include Austria, the Czech Republic, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and Switzerland. The respondents from South Africa, Slovenia and Belgium do their research work almost exclusively in universities. Research activity appears to be more evenly divided between public and private in Bulgaria, Italy, Russia, Slovenia, the U.K. and the U.S., while it seems to be almost entirely entrusted to free lancers, usually in a university environment, in Argentina, India, and Lithuania. The free lancers’ contribution also appears strong in Austria, Italy, Russia and South Africa.
This areal division brings the survey to the parties to whom the research is concretely entrusted by the commissioning bodies. Here, too, the general average does not always seem to be significant, given the big national differences. However, this average sees state-run research centres in first place in percentage terms, followed by the individual researcher, and then the private research centre.
In a first, more numerous group of countries, the commissioning bodies assign the research without distinction to an individual researcher, a state-run centre or a private centre. This group includes Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Italy, Israel, the Netherlands, Slovenia, the U.K. and the U.S., with perhaps a slight prevalence of assignments being given to private centres for the U.S. In a second group of countries, entrusting research to private centres appears to be rare (or non-existent). This group includes Bulgaria, Germany, Poland, Russia, Sweden, South Africa and Switzerland, but with different positions: in Bulgaria, Germany, Russia and Sweden it seems to be almost exclusively the state-run centres that receive research assignments in this sector, while in Switzerland it is normally the individual researcher who is called to do research (1).
Then there is a third group of countries where there are few or no commissioning bodies and the input to the research often comes from the bottom, from the individual researcher, so that, in adjusting the subsequent sets of the questionnaire, we had to replace the expression “commissioner” with “authority who accepts/finances the research”. This group is made up of Argentina, India and Lithuania.
Finding a suitable generalisation to connote the work environment of our ideal type is difficult, because in some countries the universities are mainly public, and in others mainly private, with all the shades in between, so attributing to the individual researchers a public or private work environment is strongly disturbed by the “university” variable.
Trying to generalise anyway, we feel it is fair to say that our typical researcher works mainly in a public research centre, with strong exceptions in the U.S. and the U.K. The commissioning bodies, almost exclusively public, alternate in awarding the research to individual researchers, to the public centres where they work, and, where they exist, to private centres as well.

But are there preferences/exclusions in the choice of researcher by the commissioners?
In general, the countries where there is no exclusion and/or preference in choosing the researcher prevail, but not by much (55.6% versus 44.4%), and the situation has to be looked at country by country.
Here, too, it is possible to divide the countries into groups.
In the first, numerous group, the respondents state that there is no exclusion or preference in the choice of researchers, except what may be dictated by the individual’s scientific qualifications. These countries are: Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Israel, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Sweden and the U.K.
Then there is a country where the respondents’ opinions are divided, and this is Germany: two respondents say there are no preferences, while the third states, “I believe there are, but it is very difficult to prove…”.
The absence of preferences and exclusions may be determined by particular local factors, as in Switzerland, for which a respondent says: “In a small country there are often not many experts in the field. You have to rely on those at disposal independently of gender, race, civilian or military, and so on.”
Countries with reported exclusions or preferences are: Argentina, Austria, France, India, Italy, Lithuania, and Russia.
Where there are preferences, they seem to be in favour of friends (40%), military people (20%), civilians (20%), and for political reasons (20%).
Examples of such preferences or exclusions expressed by researchers of individual countries are:
1.	A preference of gender and function, expressed in assertions like: “Research is exclusively commissioned to high ranking officers, or clerks/bureaucrats from Ministry of Defence or academy. As usual they are males.”
2.	Or this plus acquaintances and political attitude, expressed by responses like: “Preferences: In general terms: personal friendship; conservative attitudes of researchers; sex: male; reserve officers; party membership (of course, of the political party in power)…
3.	Preferences due to acquaintances: “Preferences or exclusion depend upon who knows whom.” Or: “Friends of bureaucrats who belong to the commissioning body.”
With these data in mind, therefore, we can say that in many countries our typical researcher still has greater likelihood of being male, a high-ranking officer or functionary (or an ex officer, or ex functionary), with acquaintances in the usual commissioning body, and politically close to the party in power.
An attempt to learn, in very general terms,  the political positions of the respondents did not have much success, as 53% of the sample did not respond to this question, judged by some as “too private to answer”.
However, the data for those who answered confirm a prevalently sympathetic position to the party in power (28%), with 12.5% professing indifference and 6.3% opposed.

And what is the real role that the military sociologist plays, beyond the research activities?
We tried to determine this by means of a question asking whether sociologists acted as advisers or experts to the General Staff (question 26: see questionnaire in the appendix B).
This figure is present in several countries: it takes on the dual role of adviser and researcher for the General Staff in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Sweden, and the U.S.
For the U.S., for example, one respondent states: “There are a few military officers with education in sociology that do act as advisors in personnel matters. The greatest influence is from academics who do research and then present it to military personnel. In a few cases, noted sociologists are consulted directly by military leaders and appointed to commissions and study groups.”
Such a figure appears as an adviser in Austria, and mostly as a researcher in South Africa. He is an occasional figure (“for specific issues”) in Belgium and Switzerland, and a composite one (“specialists from psychology and related disciplines”) in the U.K. There seem to be initiatives towards the hiring of such a figure in the remaining countries (except for India and Lithuania), expressed in statements like: “Until now, connections in the right place (more often than not, political) were the main source of influence. There is now talk of institutionalising social science adviser….”

Our typical researcher thus tends also to take on an official role of consulting and/or research for the top echelons of the military establishment. This is already a reality in some countries (especially the U.S.), in progress elsewhere.


2.  Driving forces of military sociological research 

To determine what are, generally speaking, the driving forces of research in this sector in the different countries, questions were asked about the commissioning bodies, the existence of research centres particularly dedicated to the discipline, and their nature and composition.

















As can be seen in the table, many research inputs come from the research centres themselves, both state-run and private, while the initiative of international foundations is also significant. Looking at individual countries, we see that international foundations play an especially important part in the Eastern European countries. The fact that universities have an apparently modest role in commissioning derives from that fact that, in reality, many research centres exist within the framework of universities and therefore university commissioning is in large part absorbed by that item. Something similar can be said for the apparently low incidence of the military establishment: actually, the inputs of the military leadership are often mediated by the public administration; others pass through state-run research centres, which therefore figure as commissioners since they are the ones that concretely set the research protocols.
Looking at individual countries, there are some departures from the prevalent commissioning by the public administration. In one group of countries, private commissioning, either directly by private research centres or other bodies, is more important. These countries are: South Africa, the U.S., the U.K. and, although to a lesser extent, Italy, Israel, Bulgaria, Russia, and Slovenia. These last three countries have the particularity that private commissioning is largely constituted by Western international foundations. A second group of countries (Argentina, India, and Lithuania) is characterised by an almost total absence of commissioning. The input to the research can vary widely and often originates from the researchers themselves, who must seek funding and authorisations on their own.

A second important aspect in seeking to understand the mechanisms of military sociological research is analysis of the research centres, public and private, from the standpoints of the importance given to the discipline, their nature and their makeup.
The importance given to the discipline is drawn first here from the division between exclusively or prevalently dedicated centres (about 70% of the responses), a minority of centres that are only partially dedicated (around 12%), and situations where no centre for military sociological research exists (almost 10%).
But these general data take on interest and significance only in a breakdown by countries. There are countries that have several research centres in this discipline, often an exclusively dedicated one and others that are partially dedicated. This is especially true for the U.S., for which one respondent writes: “Only one is a discipline-based center, but many others are multi-disciplinary (primarily military psychology) and some are specifically problem-oriented, e.g., military family institute.” On a smaller scale in terms of numbers, a situation of a centre exclusively or prevalently dedicated to a few (from two to four) institutes that partially or occasionally deal with research in the sector exists in Bulgaria, France, Israel, the Netherlands, Russia and Sweden.
What emerges in countries like Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany and Switzerland is a situation with one centre, usually state-run, that is dedicated to the discipline and is the only one authorised to conduct research in the sector. This situation produces different results in the various countries, however: while the German respondents, for example, feel that a situation of this type does not influence freedom of research, others affirm: “There is no independent and free research in the field of military sociology with respect to funded research projects. MoD has some kind of ‘monopoly’”.
In Italy, Slovenia, South Africa and the U.K. there are only sectors of one or more centres that are dedicated to military sociological research. The most typical (but not the only) case is that of an institute dedicated to strategic studies that also has a department that deals with military sociological studies; alongside it there are other institutes, generally private, that occasionally conduct research in this field.
Finally, the responses to our survey show a group of three countries, Argentina, India and Lithuania, where there does not seem to be any study or research centre in the sector. One respondent describes the situation of this group of countries as follows: “As far as I know, at the moment, there is no (public) real research of Military Sociology as empiric research on the inside of the Armed Forces. When commissioned by the Armed Forces the motivation seemed to be the protection of the Institution, in front of the Society and/or improve its performance.”

Let us now see in greater detail where these research centres are, how they operate and what their general make up is.
In all the countries where centres that carry out research on this subject exist, at least one is supported by the state, most of the time directly under the MoD (in two cases, South Africa and Sweden, it appears to be set in the university structure). In most of the countries examined here research is also carried out, at times prevalently, in private centres. Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands and Sweden seem not to have private institutes that deal with this type of research.
The private centres are mostly supported by the universities, sometimes by national foundations (Italy and South Africa) or international ones (Bulgaria and Russia).
The modest involvement, in many countries, of universities in military sociological research is ascribed by several respondents to a national culture with little interest in general for military issues. This opinion is expressed in statements like: “Military sociology issues are in general not of broad national interest, outside the military organisation. This is of course reflected in little support for research.” Another phrase used was: “Generally low interest in military issues, lack of a broader institutional base for military research (no independent academic research, no institute for strategic studies).”
The composition of state-supported research centres is almost always mixed, i.e. with both civilian and military scholars. An apparent exception is Italy, where the personnel making up the research department dedicated to the sector is all military. The exception is only apparent, however: such personnel have mainly organisational and managerial tasks, while an outside team of scholars, both civilian and military, is selected for each research project.
The private research centres generally have an all-civilian composition, with the exceptions of Bulgaria and Russia, where career military men are also present.
A third significant indicator on the nature and efficiency of the driving forces of military sociological research is provided by the opinions directly expressed in this regard by the scholars who participated in this expert survey. From this standpoint the responses given by the interviewees make it possible to identify three distinct areas: a Western area, an area of Eastern European countries, and an area of Third World countries.
In the first area there is predominant satisfaction with the suitability of the existing forces that drive research, although obviously with individual remarks and proposals for improvement. This satisfaction is not uniform, however: on one end of the range is the extremely positive opinion for the U.S., where five respondents out of six express themselves with expressions of the type: “The United States’ military does much more social science research than any other country I think of. I would like to see government social scientists, like me, get more freedom to determine what we will work on. I would also like to be able to do more of the work rather than supervising the works of contractors. I believe that in other countries the research is more likely to be done in universities and that should give the scientists who do the work more control over what they are doing.”
Opinions are less enthusiastic for countries like Austria, France and Italy, where one respondent writes, for example:
“Among those who make decisions as to the expected value of proposed research projects, not enough are experts: people who are both trained in the social sciences and familiar with the field’s classical literature. Many are officers or civilian generalist social scientists who act as if nothing had been written in the military field, in the country or elsewhere. As a result, projects are sometimes awarded to complete beginners who are apt to reinvent the wheel without reference to some central concepts (e.g. ‘professionalism’, ‘radical’ or ‘pragmatic’, ‘occupationalism’), and often without considering the military’s unique characteristics. Also, except for a few individual researchers, there is no consideration of the international dimension: as in my country the number of social scientists doing research in the military field is too small for a proper mutual evaluation of published work at national level, much mediocre work is allowed to stand. Lately, many researchers entered the field because they were attracted by the money on offer to study the future all-volunteer force, but have no intention to invest heavily in the field. Amateurism has become a plague. What is missing in my country is a specialized milieu organized into an ‘invisible college’ recognized by the military establishment, as in the United States.”
In the area of the ex-communist European countries the inputs to research and the organisms that carry it out are often perceived as distorted by different interests from those of the research itself, still limited by a degree of closure on the part of the military establishment; however, there is research, it has taken on considerable vigour since the end of the Cold War, and the respondents consider it to be undoubtedly growing. Here, too, there is a range of evaluations, as in this negative one expressed by a Russian respondent: “All researches are focused on the struggle for power in coming elections. In big cities, there are priorities of Yury Luzshkov's Movement. In far-away regions, adepts of Egor Stroev screw out ideas of military sociologists. And ‘poor’ oligarchs let down all private research centers in provinces to concentrate efforts within the mass media (TV, newspapers, magazines, and video markets with the military or police topics). We should remember that unpredictability of elite's behavior in Russia has under-estimate the value and, correspondingly, need in sociological data among potential commissioners.” Other researchers are more optimistic, affirming “According to me these are only the first steps. We have a lot of work to do in the field of military sociology in Bulgaria in the future,” and “It starts to change for better: earlier it was completely closed for anyone outside the defense establishment itself. We haven't reached, however, the normal for the developed democratic countries situation, where this stuff is published in academic journals and discussed in the larger academic community.”
Completely outside this framework is Slovenia, which seems to have attained much more Western standards in this sector as well: it is the common opinion of the Slovenian respondents that military sociological research is considerably developed and free in their country. One of them writes: “I would describe Slovenian situation as very liberal. Which means that military is open to the research, is aware of sociological aspects which have to be viewed by neutral ‘outsiders’. There are also problems deriving from the lack of sociological military research tradition. Sometimes the commissioners are too liberal, and sometimes  too close.” The situation in the Czech Republic, as described by the respondent of that country, appears to be close to Western European standards as well.
The last area takes in the countries of the Third World included in this research. The respondents from Argentina, India and Lithuania consider research inputs in the sector almost non-existent in their countries, research centres either non-existent or hobbled, the prospects for change still far off. One colleague writes: “As mentioned before there is not any institution which commissions research projects of military sociology in my country. All activity and proposals are based on private initiative, commitment and interest of researcher. There is a ‘dream’ to create a research centre within a Military academy or other university in order to develop the military sociology in Lithuania.” Another colleague even sees regression: “There has been advisory work for the public officials and political parties, mainly on civil-military relations. This has been particularly true during the period of return to constitutional rule (1983/9). Some research has been conducted into the Armed Forces, commissioned by the Armed Forces on manpower, recruitment of officers, etc. By now this kind of research is close to zero, for budget constraints.”


3.  Procedures used by the commissioning bodies

As already seen in the foregoing sections, military sociological research appears to be prevalently entrusted to state-run research centres, although commissions to individual researchers and private centres are extensive. But if we look at the criteria with which the commissioning bodies choose the person responsible for the research, it seems interesting to go deeper into that 44.4% of the interviewees, already cited above, who say that in their countries there are preference criteria for choosing the persons to whom research projects are to be assigned.
From the study it emerged, as mentioned above, that the highest rate of preference (40%), where one exists, is for “friends” or “friends of friends”: that is, in a large group of countries, knowing the right people in the right place means a greater likelihood of the researcher obtaining assignments. In addition to friendships, or perhaps combined with them, there is political affiliation: the 20% who claim that in their countries there are particular preferences in choosing the person responsible for research attribute these preferences to a criterion of political sympathy or affiliation.
It also emerged that 20% feel that there is a preference for military people, but another 20% feel the preference goes to civilian researchers: here, of course, the aggregate datum says nothing and it has to be broken down by country. Thus there seems to be a preference for civilian researchers in the U.S., but this opinion is not unanimous, since among the respondents there are also those who claim the choice is often oriented in favour of mixed military/civilian groups. One American researcher writes: “In my experience, many grant agencies prefer a mix of military (active officers) and civilian (university or private research firm) investigators on a research proposal: these proposals often have a better chance to be funded.”
The preference for a military researcher is specifically expressed for Austria and Lithuania (or possibly a reserve officer).
Although, as has been seen, a large majority of the sample (76%), and therefore, presumably, of the surveyed universe, is made up by male researchers, the commissioning bodies do not seem to demonstrate substantial criteria of preference linked to gender: only two interviewees indicate gender as a deciding element, but together with other preference criteria. Then there is an American interviewee who indicates an opposing preference for some types of research: “In recent times, female researchers seem to get preference on studies related to gender issues.”
Almost always (over 80% of the responses) the commissioning body sets the research budget and topic in awarding the research and, for the majority of the respondents (66%), it also sets the time available to the research group. Usually more freedom is left to decide the sample, as well as the research methodologies. Nevertheless, limits are frequently imposed on the researcher, generally consisting in taboo subjects, military units that cannot be investigated, or constraints on the data and results of the research. Nearly 64% of the interviewees report that there is one or the other of these constraints. In particular, divulging the results of the research appears to be subject to restrictions of various kinds in a large group of countries. These restrictions range from the requiring an authorisation for publication to prohibition of publication for some (and at times for many) researches that seem to exist in other countries.
The description of research authorisation procedures by a Dutch interviewee is quite explicit, and as one can read in the following lines, testifies to substantial freedom not only of research but also of initiative for those who are qualified: “As a researcher I can ask a commander (general or even colonel or lower) for permission to do research. Sometimes I only ask permission of the military to be interviewed. When the research has political implications (media that are interested, et cetera) I try to ‘cover my back’ by acquiring approval from higher ranking military (even generals). Commanders are mostly surprisingly open to give information or co-operation. It is normal procedure that we keep others informed on forthcoming research by way of an official research plan, this research plan contains all research going on at the Military Academy (technical, economic, strategic as well as behavioural research). This research plan also allocated means (money, time) to researchers for a specific research. But some publications I write (like the one on the social origins of cadets) are not planned for, neither have I asked official permission to write on the subject.”
Objective reasons are also cited for why research on the military appears destined to grow in the future. The British respondent writes, for example: “In recent years, the MOD has become more open about developing a dialogue with academics in the area of military sociology. This is set to continue I think, not least because this area of personnel (broadly conceived) is of critical importance for military effectiveness.”
In some countries constraints are also present, however, both on the units on which research may be done and on the dissemination of results. An example is offered by one of the Russian researchers interviewed, who writes: “Today it is pretty hard to get a permission from the MD officials for a study to be carried out inside the troops and combat detachments. The reports on the study are often considered as classified material with the restricted zone of circulation. Due to mentioned cause it is often impossible to present the results of the study at the civilian scientific meetings, in sociological journals and open media.”
Nonetheless, the situation seems to be improving in the countries of Eastern Europe as well. A Bulgarian interviewee writes, for example: “Research in the field of military sociology in Bulgaria has more than 30 years of history. This is especially true for the surveys among military personnel, conducted by the Sociological Research Centre of the MoD. The problem was that until 1990 the results were classified, and few publications resulted from these surveys. During the last several years the first steps towards co-operation with colleagues from civilian institutions in the country and military sociologists abroad were undertaken.”
And for Russia, too, an interviewee states: “The application for  research in the area of military sociology is likely to be approved by the leading national funds and relevant organizations. Despite all troubles life is going on. The basic problem for Russian scholars is a lack of financial resources for research and even for salaries and wages. The military sociologists are suffering from this reason like others.”
The research budget appears to be agreed between the commissioning body and the person responsible for the research in most of the countries of the sample. It appears to be fixed a priori by the commissioning body in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, Poland, Russia and South Africa. In a few of these countries, however (Czech Republic, Netherlands, South Africa), and also in Switzerland, it can be modified during the research on the basis of the actual costs. In some countries (Argentina, Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, South Africa and the U.S.) it is all-inclusive; in the remaining ones - the majority - researcher remuneration is a separate item from research costs.
Almost everywhere the commissioning body refrains from interfering with the conduct of the research: sample selection, administering questionnaires or conducting interviews, and collection and coding of data are left completely up to the research group, with the sole exception, it would seem, of some interference in sample choice in Argentina. In Poland questionnaires are subject to prior control by the commissioner.


4. Degree of freedom in the research performing.

The point raised here pertains to an apparently outdated querelle, about the relationships between social research and social institutions, or better, between sociology and politics, or even between social researchers and some specific institutions where, like in the military, values and political issues maintain a strong relevance becoming (recalling Janowitz, 1978) particularly intriguing when relating to topics such as war and peace.
Limiting the scope of the discussion to the specific field of military sociology, many statements and propositions already applied to general sociology as a positive science (the Weberian Wertfreiheit,) as a critical science (unmasking contradictions within social institutions), and as an applied science (to know in order to help solving social problems) can easily be applied and discussed. This is especially true when the topics are rightly those of the institutional position of the social scientist, within or without the military institution, and of the type of research commissioning, directly from the military or from other “civilian” research centres.
Here there is a tentative to renew the discussion about status and role of social research “on”, “in” and “for” the military.
In the research conducted among experts and military sociologists, some topics were raised about: research freedom degree as far as military subjects are concerned, research outputs’use and possible limitations in circulation of results, research status (that is, its relevance and given importance by military staff and authorities).
As it can be seen, these are critical and topical issues in the field of applied research when it is conducted within or commissioned by an institution whose core business is not scientific research (unlike the case of universities or independent research centres). It is by no means an exclusive matter for military institutions, since secrecy, researchers loyalty and institutional interest conditioning are present and well-known aspects in social research within profit organisations (firms, for instance), or political organisations (such as parties and the like). But there are good reasons to think that these issues become even more critical when military institution is involved (Boene, 1990). 
As a general remark, when speaking with sociologists and social scientists in general who deal with armed forces, a common trait arises, about a more or less explicit and more or less widespread mood of “suspicion” and “reticence” of military institution toward sociology and social scientists in general; such a mood has to be overcame and turned into trust by means of an accurate and somewhat continuous action of explanation, clarification, and re-assurance that the research is necessary, its outcome will be fruitful and intentions are positively bound to the well-being of the institution. Such a work is necessary when the researcher does not belong to the institution, and especially when he or she has not a military status. It is not necessary, or less necessary, when the researcher has a military status or when he or she does belong to the military institution (in military research centres, or defense departments’ research centres), since in those cases hierarchy, obedience and institutional loyalty are supposed to be internalised traits, thus reducing and in any case controlling any  “opportunistic behavior” by the researcher. In this last case, researchers sometimes complain about restrictions in the choice of research topics, pressure in order to get fast and ready-to-use results (at the expenses of a deeper and cautious scientific outlook), or even about the perceived underestimation and final uselessness of their work.
In the present research, it is possible to see and to compare these different situations, even though the “occasional” character of the sample (formed by those researchers only whose e-mail address was known to us and within them by only those wishing to answer to our questionnaire) can put a certain bias over our considerations. In any case, we can consider our sample as a Delphi-type sample (as it was already said), since all respondents can be easily considered as “experts” of the field, the number is not necessarily fixed by any sample/universe ratio, and they answered to the same question-sets in an independent and individual way by means of a e-mailed questionnaire. It is not a true Delphi method since there has not been iteration of the interview, but there is chance that the first evaluation of data here presented could be considered as part of an iterative process in order to gain a more stable and self-corrected description of the phenomenon under study.
The topic can be considered under three aspects: the true freedom in the research  path (choice of topics, of researchers, of methodologies...); the use of research output (dissemination, copyright...); and the status occupied by social research on military matters within military institutions and in general among the various commissioning bodies.

4.1.  Freedom in research work.

This is a critical topic. Of course, the main difference is given by a structural distinction pertaining to the status of researchers, since it is assumed that the very place where research should be intrinsically free is within an academic/university framework (university in general, and  centres like national centres for scientific research), provided that the single researcher or the research group be totally responsible for the choice of the topic, the conduction of the research in all its stages, data treatment and dissemination of results, and the only authority recognised to judge (but not to limit) the work done be made of professional peers, that is the scientific community. There is the question of research funding, but also in this case, the difference is given by the source: academic/institutional or private coming from outside. Another difference comes from the type of the research: basic or applied. Freedom in the research work could be put on a freedom scale, varying from a maximum to a minimum, where all these factors assume different ways and  weights.


Table 4. Freedom scale

Control over research and 	Type of institution	Funding source	Type of research                                                                                                                                output	Freedom level
Only or mainly the scientific community	University/NationalScien.Res. Centres	Public/ Institutional	Basic (B)	******
		Private	Applied (A)	***** 
Institution and/or external commissioner	State run Res. Centres	Public/ Institutional	Basic and Applied	****




We could say that the degree of freedom is normally highest in the first case, when research is done within a university, with public/institutional funds, is basic and results are judged by the scientific community; freedom degree can lower down to the last, the Military Research Centre where commissioner and funding are internal, the research is rather totally applied and the control is performed by the institution itself. Of course this is a very general scheme, since the single case can be considered under more than one category, and subdivision can also change according to different nations and normative-legal standards (see for instance the different situation of a public, state-run university and of a private university). We can take this classification as provisional, and we shall try to describe and interpret our data under these different combinations. Adaptations and changing will come later, according to our data.


4.2. The research path.

According to our data, there is a generalised possibility for a single researcher to propose a research project to any commissioner (state or private centre),  even on a private individual basis, and this option is declared to be acceptable in a large majority of cases (i.e. countries): 75% of our respondents are positive to this regard. But this possibility remains more in principle than in practice, since (as it is clarified elsewhere in this chapter) there are selective preferences for state centres to be committed more frequently. 
Generally speaking, there is a link between the variety of possible research entitlements and the liveliness of social research in the field: in countries where military sociology has gained a relatively high status, all the three options (state centres, private centres and single researchers) are chosen, even though with differences among countries; on the contrary, in countries such as Argentina, Lithuania and India research in the field is rare and usually committed (or permitted and financially sustained) to single researchers acting as the true input source. It is evident, and even obvious, that the general difference is given by the different degree of “institutionalisation” received by military sociology in each country: this institutionalisation is proved by the presence and activity of research centres totally or partially oriented to this special field, indifferently public, private or both, and by in the discipline "military sociology" in universities the existence of courses at undergraduate and/or postgraduate level or military academies. 
Being mainly state and/or private centres to be entitled for social research, a certain "veto" power over the choice of the very researcher is declared in 10 countries (38%), and these are Austria, Germany, India, Italy, Lithuania, Russia, South Africa, Sweden, USA and Argentina; for some of them, where respondents are more than one, there are controversial answers, such as for Germany, Sweden and USA, where some says that preferences are present and some other assert the contrary. This means that countries where there is no declared preference for researchers are Belgium, Bulgaria, Cekia, Israel, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Switzerland and UK, that is, 9 countries. These preferences are clarified by a minority of respondents (five people only), so that answers cannot be considered to be meaningful with respect to our sample); some says that only military personnel is preferred, some that only civilian researchers are preferred, some other speaks about "friends of bureaucrats belonging to the commissioning body". There are in general certain topics not allowed to investigate, and this is the case for 41% of respondents (that is, for Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, USA and Argentina, of which six countries are among those where also control over researchers is exerted by the commissioning body). Only a few respondents indicate what kind of topics are not allowed for investigation, and these are so called "sensitive matters" for Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and Argentina, ethical and unpopular issues for USA, ethical issues for Sweden. 
As far as control over methodologies is concerned, this peculiar control is exerted in Austria, in Russia, in Sweden and in the USA, but in the last three countries experts are divided between positive and negative answers. But control can be enlarged also to more technical aspects of the research path, such as questionnaires (if any) and gender or status of the interviewer. The first is true in the experience of the large majority of respondents, and the only exceptions are in Cekia, Slovenia, Sweden, UK and, controversially in Russia. The fact that structured questionnaires are usually submitted to a prior control by the commissioner is a normal procedure in organisational research, and it is linked not only to a will of control over the research process but to the strength of hierarchical power usually exerted over personnel: as long as the military is a highly hierarchical organisation, this power is performed in order to prevent disloyal behaviours, or disruptive consequences for the organisation.                        	
The case of armed forces is peculiar also because of the existence of "classified matters", what means matters which military personnel are not allowed to speak about freely or with non-military people. The second element is given by preferences expressed over gender or status of the interviewer, that is the person who directly approaches military personnel: in this case control is present in Austria, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Russia, Argentina and controversially in USA. Types of preferences are not indicated by respondents, only a few speaks about preferences of "military personnel" or "military-oriented" people, and very little indication is given about gender.


4.3. An “Index of Control over the Research Path”.

In order to give a picture of the situation, a table can be drawn by data shown above, so that a kind of measure of the control degree could be formed. This "Index of control over research path" is formed by five elements, two pertaining the person of the researchers involved, and three the content and methods of the research. Presence/absence of each element gives us the level of control exerted in each country, ranging from 0 to 5, where 0 means no control at all and 5 means  the highest control in each country; where controversial answers are presented, a .5 point is given to the specific element.
From the table an index can be formed, ranging from 0 to 5, that is from a situation where the control is absent to one where the control is performed over each element: in order to simplify interpretation, we can divide countries into three groups, according to the following classification: 
from 0 to 1.5 points = no and low control  
from 2 to 2.5 points = medium control
from 3 to 5  points   = high control
Using this classification we have a first group of six countries where research path seems to be rather free of control (Czekia, Slovenia and UK) or at a low level (Bulgaria, Netherlands and Switzerland); a second group formed by six "medium control" countries (Belgium, Italy, Poland, South Africa, Germany and Sweden); and a third group of five "high control" countries (Austria, Argentina, Lithuania, Russia, and the USA). Regrouped countries are shown in Table 5, single countries Index is shown in Table 6.


	Tab. 5 – Countries by Level of Control over social research.





Each group does not seem to be internally homogeneous under some respect, unless we look for different explanations leading to similar results. In the “low control” (LC) group three former Eastern countries are present, where we could say that this rather free condition could be the output of the generalised liberalisation followed to the overall political and economical change after 1989. 



























* R=Researcher   T=Topic  M=Methodology  TL= Tool  I=Interviewer  Index=total  Y

But this explanation does not apply evidently to the situation of countries such as Switzerland, The Netherlands and United Kingdom. Making reference to a well-known distinction among countries according to their position along some general  cultural dimensions (G. Hofstede, 1997), the three last countries score low in the so-called Power Distance dimension. The PD Index is a measure of the relevance assigned to hierarchy and of respect for authority, so that a high score on this dimension describes a country where authority, control and obedience are largely present and valued, while a low score means cultural patterns where more egalitarian, non-hierarchical behaviours are preferred. It seems here that this dimension could be responsible for the variance in the level of control performed, and accepted, over sociological research, at least with respect to the military domain. In the second MC group, Belgium, South Africa and Italy have high scores on PD Index, but this is not the case for Germany and Sweden (PD Index score is low); because of absence of this kind of data, Poland cannot be judged under this respect, and its rather medium-low control comes probably from the same reasons recalled for the other former Eastern countries in the low-control group.
The last HC group is formed by Russia and USA (where military matters were and continue to be of critical relevance because of their international role, in the bipolar and in the postpolar world as well) and by Lithuania, Argentina and Austria. Here PD Index fails in its explicative capacity, since USA and Austria have low scores, Argentina only has a high PDI score, and for Russia and Lithuania there are no data of this kind. 
Another dimension, defined by Hofstede as Uncertainty Avoidance, is supposed to measure the way through which a culture deals with uncertainty and risk: a high score on the UA Index (UAI) means that uncertainty is feared and thus overcontrolled by means of rules and restrictions, while a low score means that uncertainty is generally accepted, with the consequence of reducing rules to a minimum and considering new things without anxiety. Also this dimension could give some insight for our topic, since acceptance or anxiety toward science and its output could be differently managed by different cultures coping with uncertainty in different ways. In our case, countries in the LC group –where such data are available at least- have low scores on the UAI (Netherlands and UK, but not Switzerland); in the MC group, UAI has high scores for Belgium, Germany, and Italy (but not for Sweden and South Africa); in the HC group, UAI is high for Argentina and Austria, but not in the USA. In particular, the USA are a true exception, since with their low scores on both indexes, should stay in the LC group with Holland and UK.
 A second attempt to explain the different levels of control over social research in the various countries could make reference to data collected in the interviews, by considering  the place where research is usually performed, together with the place where the respondent (being a researcher in the field) usually conducts her/his researches. 
We could assume that control could be (or perceived to be) lower when research is self-commissioned or commissioned by the public administration and performed within state-run centres, run by the Ministry of Defence, where researchers normally do their job: this because researchers, being submitted to a sort of hierarchical control, are insiders with respect to the institution responsible for the research, and control is “internalised” in their status-role. For research commissioned to free-lancers or scholars working in universities, their outsider status can induce the commissioning body to a stronger control over various steps of the research path. In the LC group, Czekia, Slovenia, UK, Switzerland, Netherlands and Bulgaria are all countries where research is usually conducted within state centres run by MOD, and respondents in these countries generally belong to the same centres. A similar situation is found in the MC group countries. In the last HC group, Lithuania, Argentina and Austria are countries where sociological research on the military is rare and normally conducted by outsiders, over which control by the commissioner is (or is perceived to be) rather strong and step-by-step; for Russia and USA, the situation is a mixture of MOD and private centres, and in fact the level of control is rather medium-high than high.
As a second step we can see what other aspects related with research conduction and output are put under institutional control in each of the three groups.
The other aspects investigated are more technical elements, such as sample selection, questionnaire administration, interview conduction, questionnaire gathering and data codification, the possible perception of any kind of pressure and its degree, and the control over research output such as copyright, dissemination and publication of results.
Sample selection, questionnaire administration and gathering, interviewees and data coding, that is, all technical aspects, are performed by the research group everywhere, with the only exception of Argentina, where sample selection and questionnaire administration are done by the commissioner.





Another critical aspect in the research/commissioner relationships is given by the possibility to disseminate research results. In this very aspect the control performed by the commissioner can restrict the scientific evaluation made by professional peers, and the process of knowledge accumulation created by the free circulation of research outputs. Here again there are differences among countries, with some relation with their position in the "control classification" above presented, but also with some generalised traits that induce to think that a certain control over research output dissemination is present everywhere, and it is clearly performed by the commissioning institution.
As far as research output is concerned, there is usually a publication paid by the commissioner in Slovenia, Bulgaria and Netherlands (LC group), in Belgium ,Germany and South Africa (MC group),  and USA (HC group); a selective publication under commissioner's judgement is another form of results dissemination in Austria, Russia and USA (HC group), Bulgaria and UK (LC group), France, Italy and Poland (MC group). The possibility for the research group to freely publish their research results is declared for Slovenia and UK (LC group), for all countries but Italy in the MC group, and for Russia, USA and Lithuania (HC group). Independently from the position in the "control classification", an unpublished report for internal circulation is also a possible output in Belgium, Cekia, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, UK, USA and Argentina. The range of possible forms of publication is evidently wide, but the option to freely publish research results is absent in Austria, where the maximum control is performed and only a selective publication under the commissioner's judgement is possible, as well as in Cekia (where previous control is absent), in Italy and in Germany (medium control) and in Argentina (high control). Research results are covered by copyright everywhere but in Belgium, Slovenia, USA and Argentina, and the copyright holder is in general the commissioner; copyright is held by the research group in Cekia, Netherlands, Slovenia and Switzerland (all low control countries). 


6. Social research status.

 The last aspect to explore is given by the status and relevance recognised to sociological research by the military, independently by the fact that some more or less limited research be made or not. It is not unusual the case where research is done but results are practically forgotten or underestimated. Many times research is performed in order to legitimate a choice already done and hardly changeable by means of research results.
A good indicator of the status of military sociology within the military institution is the presence of sociologists in the role of adviser or expert. Such a role can be permanent, occasional, or absent; another indicator for the importance given to social research on the matter is the existence of specialised research centres, state-run or private. In this last case, specialised centres for social research on the military are present in the large majority of countries; in Switzerland and South Africa there are only centres where this specialisation is part of a more general orientation, and only Indian and Lithuanian respondents say that no centres at all exist in their countries. In any case, the number of these agencies is very limited, one in the majority of cases, somewhere two or three, like in France and USA. 
These research centres are mainly part of the Defense Department, with the only exceptions of South Africa and Switzerland where centres are dependent partly from the MoD and some University. Only in two cases, Slovenia and Sweden, personnel is exclusively civilian, and only in one case, Italy, personnel is totally military; everywhere else personnel can have a civilian and a military status as well. In some countries military sociology is practised also in private research centres, and this is the case for Bulgaria, Cekia, Israel, Italy, Russia, Slovenia. South Africa, Sweden, UK and USA; in four countries these centres have a university status (France, Israel, Slovenia and USA), while in Bulgaria, Italy, Russia and South Africa they are national or international foundations. If in state-run centres the majority of cases presents a mixed personnel structure (civilian and military), in private centres researchers are mainly civilian, and only in Bulgaria, Russia and USA a mixed structure is reported.
Summing up, we can consider countries where social research on the armed forces is “rather popular”, in the sense that it enables to sustain public as well as private agencies, and this is the case for Bulgaria, France, Israel, Italy, Russia, Slovenia, South Africa, Sweden, UK and USA; there are countries where social research is conducted only "under the banner" of the Ministry of Defence, such as in Austria, Belgium, Cekia, Germany, Netherlands, Poland and Switzerland, with some support in some cases from a university; and there are cases with no research centres at all, such as India, Lithuania and Argentina. 






1.	The methodology of the research

This is a quantitative and qualitative research conducted by mean of semi-structured interviews.
The semi-structured interview method was chosen because, since it is an expert survey, the authors are interested in exploring the personal experiences of the interviewees through their feelings and evaluations, or even concrete events and situations but described from their own perspective.
The use of a semi-structured questionnaire (contained in the Appendix B) also made it necessary to use qualitative research methodologies alongside the prevalent quantitative ones. We consider the use of the two research methodologies a fully positive experience as it allows a multilateral approach to the subject of investigation.
The questions in the questionnaire were put to the interviewees in successive sets sent by e-mail. Administering the questions by e-mail was designed to achieve the advantages listed below (4).
1.	Overcome problems of time and space: As Craig and Sixsmith (1998) write, ‘Access to face to face interviewees can sometimes be difficult or impossible to orchestrate due to geographical and time constraints. E-mail interviewing can enable such access, thereby expanding the possible diversity of the research sample.’
2.	Allow the interviewers to make the most of the opportunity of modifying the next set of questions on the basis of the responses given in the preceding set: Sending successive sets of questions at different times makes it possible to expand enormously the amount of time the interviewer has, with respect to face-to-face interviews, to adapt the next question to the answer provided to the previous one. This possibility of feedback accompanied by the possibility of cross-fertilisation, given the fact that the interviewer has all the interviewees’ answers before administering the next set of questions.
3.	Conduct surveys on large samples or samples distributed world-wide at little cost.
4.	Give interviewees the possibility of responding at their best convenience in terms of time and place, and with a more meditated language than in oral interviews: As Craig and Sixsmith again (1998) observe, ‘the asynchronous character of e-mail exchange (sequentially and extended over time) gives recipients time to consider their responses.’
5.	Simplify analysis of the data: The responses arrive directly on the interviewers’ computers and are practically ready for being coded and analysed, eliminating all the work (and also a certain dose of subjectivity) involved in transcribing the interviews.

These pluses do not allow us to overlook the drawbacks that this system of interviews already involves a priori, and which we examine as listed in the already cited study by Craig and Sixsmith.
1.	Relatively slow and interrupted flow of information: The time interval between one set of questions and the next can make the interviewee less present and less involved in the research objectives.
2.	Evaluation of the context: Craig and Sixsmith observe that in face-to-face interviews the interviewer sees the context in which the interview takes place and is therefore able to evaluate whether this context is influencing the responses; this is not possible in e-mail interviews. However, we feel that the prevalent response context, in our case, is the interviewee’s workstation, and therefore an entirely favourable one, because it is familiar and is normally without the imminent presence of third parties.
3.	Non-verbal communication: The full array of non-verbal communication is definitely absent in e-mail interviews.
4.	Invisibility and presentation of self: Both the interviewee and the interviewer can give any representation of themselves. This advantage would appear to be particularly significant when the survey deals with personal or family issues, much less so in our case.
5.	The sampling: The sample for an e-mail survey risks being completely elitist, especially in certain countries, because it can only include people equipped with a computer and an Internet connection. This problem has little importance in our survey, which is conducted among scholars, the vast majority of whom are now equipped with such systems.
This analysis of the pros and cons made us feel that, for a research like the one in question, at least in the planning phase, the advantages clearly outweigh the possible disadvantages, among which only that of not being able to analyse the non-verbal communication really remains relevant. We shall see in the next section what other positive and negative aspects of this survey method emerged as the research unfolded concretely.

In order to avoid the first of the four researcher’s nightmares, well described by Mathew B. Miles and A. Michael Huberman (1994) (5), we first carefully identified the subject and the purpose of our investigation. The subject of the survey is ‘sociological research on the military’; the purpose of the survey is ‘finding out and comparing how social research on the military is carried out in the different countries.’ The conceptual framework of the research was outlined in Figure 1.

2. Development of the research

This section is aimed at answering the familiar question, ‘How should things be set up so that the study could be verified or replicated by someone else?’

The research began by putting together a mailing list of 128 scholars (a Delphi-type sample) in the sector who might be interested in participating in a survey like the one we had in mind. All of them were sent an e-mail message describing the purpose and subject of the research and defining in particular the following points:
-	survey times and methods
-	research methodology
-	acceptance deadline
-	possibility of withdrawing at any time
-	dissemination of results
All were asked to express explicitly their willingness to participate.
A first selection occurred when a number of messages came back because of erroneous, changed or expired addresses. The number of messages that reached their destination was 118. Five colleagues asked for further clarification before accepting. Forty-nine colleagues ultimately accepted, representing 25 different countries.
The answers to the first two sets of questions showed us at this point that some of the subsequent questions were now superfluous and could be eliminated or grouped together. Six questions were eliminated and, as a result, it was possible to reduce the number of sets actually administered from the six originally planned to five. 
Below is the numerical trend of the responses to the different sets of questions:

Adhesions	49
Responses to the 1st set	33
Responses to the 2nd set	29
Responses to the 3rd set	26
Responses to the 4th set	25
Responses to the 5th set	26


For the purposes of the research, the questionnaires with only one set of answered questions were used as well. The total number of questionnaires examined was therefore 33, representing 20 different countries.
Finally, the overall representativeness of the examined sample proved to be good. Taking the percentages of members of RC 01 (‘Armed Forces and Conflict Resolution’) of the ISA as a reference, the distribution by geographic area was as follows:








Considering that membership in RC 01 broadly represents the range of active participation in research in military sociology world-wide, we see that the sample resulting in the expert survey appears quite close, in percentage terms, to the membership rate for Western Europe and the United States, is above the rate for Eastern Europe, and somewhat deficient for the remaining regions of the world. The greater participation of East European colleagues appears consistent with the enthusiasm they have demonstrated towards research in the sector since 1989.


3. Final remarks on methodology
3.1. Researchers’ assessments

A final assessment of the adopted methodology was made by comparing the advantages and disadvantages that we had expected might be involved in carrying out semi-structured interviews in successive sets by e-mail and those that actually cropped up as the research unfolded.
Let us first examine the advantages on the basis of prior expectations:
1.	Overcome problems of time and space: the hypothesised advantage can definitely be considered confirmed.
2.	Allow the interviewers to make the most of the opportunity of modifying the next set of questions on the basis of the responses given in the preceding set: This possibility was confirmed with the limit that, given the delay with which many responses arrived, the time available to the researchers to make adjustments in the next set was actually quite short due to the desire to respect the general timetable of the research.
3.	Conduct surveys on large samples or samples distributed world-wide at little cost: This expectation was definitely confirmed. 
4.	Give interviewees the possibility of responding at their best convenience in terms of time and place, and with a more meditated language than in oral interviews: We have data indicating that this condition was generally fulfilled (see below).
5.	Simplify analysis of the data: This condition was undoubted fulfilled.

Going on to analysis of the disadvantages:
1.	Relatively slow and interrupted flow of information: Analysis of the data leads us to say that the fragmentation of the questionnaire does not seem to have affected the logic of the responses.
2.	Evaluation of the context: What was said in the  paragraph No. 1 holds true.
3.	Non-verbal communication: despite what was stated in the paragraph No. 1, it must be pointed out that some non-verbal information was supplied to us by the different interviewees’ ways of answering:. answers only to questions; answers to the questions plus clarifying comment; no response to individual questions and a single summarising, discursive response for all the questions of the set, etc.
4.	Invisibility and presentation of self: As already observed, given the survey topic, the absence of this type of observation does not seem important.
5.	Elitist sampling: Also for this point our pre-research observation holds.

However, the following disadvantages not foreseen in the research planning stage emerged:
1.	A kind of ‘loss of interest’ during the research, shown statistically by the number of participants at the start and the number of respondents who stayed with the research to the end. 
2.	The choice of the survey times was no longer completely up to the researchers, but significantly depended on the pace at which the responses flowed in.
3.	The semi-structured interview was transformed into a free-form interview at times, when the respondent decided not to respond question by question but to write a statement of his own on the overall subject of the questions in the set. However, this might also constitute a peculiar characteristic of qualitative research, where, according to S. Kvale (1988), ‘data are not being collected but rather co-authored.’






But what was the opinion of the interviewees on the advantages/disadvantages of the method adopted for administering the interviews? Once the interview period was completed, the researchers sent those who participated in the whole survey an additional e-mail asking for their opinion on the course that had been pursued. Answers were given to this question by 19 interviewees: 16 expressed evaluations of the adopted methodology that were positive on the whole, two were neutral (it was like answering a mailed questionnaire), and one was negative.
Both in the overall positive responses and in those critical or neutral, observations worth reporting emerge.
The first regards a certain difficulty initially, later overcome. It takes the form of answers like ‘I was a bit stilted when I wrote the responses to the first questionnaire, but after I got used to it,’ and ‘I had a vague feeling that answering through Internet I am not so responsible as doing it in a normal way. And I had to check my answers several times…’
A second type of comment expressed the fear that precisely the ease of conducting world-wide surveys over the Internet would lead to a kind of saturation of the method. This type of observation is expressed in responses like ‘However the easiness of the e-mail survey may enhance the number of surveys per time which might then create quantity problems to the interviewed persons. In fact I participated recently in three e-mail surveys on different topics.’
Some also point out the difference in validity of a face-to-face interview, with notations of the type ‘In a direct, face-to-face interview one could give more in-depth answers and meditate on them,’ or ‘Compared to an interview I am convinced that you will never get out the same. But it is quick and cost effective,’ and a remark we feel is particularly penetrating, ‘If I did not completely understand the intent of a question, there was no way to get immediate clarification.’
Some then point to the technical difficulties of program compatibility that we mentioned earlier, writing, for example, ‘The major irritant was software problems, and that can probably be worked out,’ and ‘I had troubles with technical aspects at the beginning, but I overcame them gradually.’
For the sake of completeness, it should be pointed out that the two responses considered neutral are of this tenor: ‘An e-mail survey has about the same advantages and disadvantages as a normal mail survey, except for the rapidity.’
The only completely negative assessment of the adopted methodology is worth reporting in its entirety. It goes: ‘I find electronic surveys somewhat troubling and I can easily delete them without a second thought. I prefer something hardcopy that I can stare and contemplate. For your survey, because it was specific to military sociologists, I had to force myself to respond on-line. My mailbox is become so full now with administrative items, it becomes a chore to do everything and I am relieved when it is empty.’
What do these comments add to what has already been pointed out above? They definitely confirm the obvious difference between a face-to-face interview and one set up as a questionnaire to be filled out, however it reaches the interviewee. In this confirmation, however, a significant problem arises which deserves to be dealt with and if possible solved: that of providing a prompt explanation of a question that turns out not to be completely clear.
The difficulties of the initial impact with this new methodology - difficulties which also seem to have contributed to the completely negative assessment reported - as well as the purely technical ones regarding software, are no doubt something that is destined to be overcome gradually as the methodology spreads, while the one regarding overuse of this tool is undoubtedly a significant concern.

-----------------------------------
(1)	By this term is meant, almost always, applied research.
(2)	As already pointed out, countries with quite different levels of development of the discipline are examined here.
(3)	For example, an American researcher writes: “There are various agencies under the Dept of Defense that sponsor research on sociological issues of military relevance… Some research activities regarding the domain of socialization to the professional military can be found within the military training academies. In a few cases, these centres are under medical branch.”
(4)	For a theoretical examination of the advantages and disadvantages of an e-mail survey, see  Murray and  Sixsmith, 1998.





Below we report the “conceptual framework” of the research complete with the collected data.









Public administration       74Private bodies		       51State research centres	       58Private research centres     48	The military	                    6Internat.Foundations         22University                           6Individuals                          6Others                                3Nobody                              3
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Publication by commissioner    23Selective publication                23    Freedom to publish                  32Internal report                         29Other                                      00












Military Sociological Research in Your Country

Part I – Research Data
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			Who runs them (Ministry of Defence, etc.) ....................................................






			Who supports them (universities, foundations, industry, other) ........................
				 ........................................................................................................................

			Composition of personnel ...............................................................................

3.	 Who commissions the individual research projects? (you may tick more than one response)

3.1		Public administration					



































&&&&&&&&&&&&&&& SECOND SET OF QUESTIONS &&&&&&&&&&&&&

7.	To whom does the commissioning body (if any) usually commission the research? (you may check more than one response)
7.1		To single researchers				
7.2		To a state research centre			


















* for the following questions, in countries where there is not a commissioner, you have to read "authority which accepts /finances the research" instead of "commissioner".






9.5		the ways the sample is chosen			
9.6		other ways of conducting the research		
		(indicate what they are)
		.........................................................................................................................................
		.........................................................................................................................................
9.7		constraints on the dissemination of the results	
		(indicate what they are)
		.........................................................................................................................................
		.........................................................................................................................................













11.1	is established by the commissioner							






12.1	is rigidly set according to an estimate			






13.1	is a lump-sum amount					





14.	Are there topics that it is not possible or allowed to deal with?
15.1	No								
15.2	Yes								




15.	Does the research commissioner express methodological preferences?
15.1	No								
15.2	Yes								
If yes, are these preferences such as to concretely prevent the use of some methodologies?
15.3	No								
15.4	Yes								
		If yes, what ones? ................................................................................................
		.........................................................................................................................................

16.	If a questionnaire is used, is it subject to prior control?
16.1	No								
16.2	Yes								
		If yes, what control, and by whom? ......................................................................
		.........................................................................................................................................

17.	In the case of surveys through interviews or participating observation, does the commissioner express preferences/exclusions in relation to the researchers?
17.1	No, not at all						
17.2	Yes, there is a preference for: 			
		(specify) .........................................................................................................................
		.........................................................................................................................................




18.	 Who are the following operations normally performed by?
18.1	Sample selection:
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20.	The outlet of the research is normally:
20.1	publication at the expense of the commissioner			
20.2	selective publication based on the commissioner’s judgment	
20.3	freedom to publish by the director of the research			





21.	Is there a copyright on the collected data, or on the finished product (research report, book, etc.)?
22.1.	Yes		
22.2	No		
		If yes, who is the copyright holder?
	22.1.1		the commissioning body				
	22.1.2		the research group					
	22.1.3		a specific agreement is reached each time		























&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&& FIFTH SET OF QUESTIONS &&&&&&&&&&&&&&&

PART II - DEMOGRAPHIC DATA


1.	What country are you from? ...................................................

2.	How old are you?
2.1	under 30			
2.2	from 30 to 40			
2.3	from 40 to 50			
2.4	from 50 to 60			
2.5	over 60			





4.	Where do you carry out your research work?
4.1	Within a governmental research centre		
4.2	Within a private research centre			
4.3	Within a university					



































9.4	military law or the laws of war			
9.5	other							
	(please specify) ..............................................................................................
	........................................................................................................................
9.6	No							

10.	If yes, where?
................................................................................
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